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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 6/24/05 8/22/05 and 
9/1/05 have been considered by the examiner. See attached PTO-1449. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The language of the claim raise a question as 
to whether the claim is directed merely to an abstract idea that is not tied to a 
technological art, environment or machine which would result in a practical application 
producing a concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basic of statutory subject 
matter under 35 U.S.C. 101. 

To expedite a complete examination of the instant application the claims rejected 
under 35 U.S.C 101 (nonstatutory) above are further rejected as set forth below in 
anticipation of applicant amending these claims to place them within the four categories. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Huras et al (US Patent 6,807,540 B2) in view of Agesen et al (US Patent 6,314,563 B1 ). 

As per claim 1 , Huras discloses a system for detecting termination of an 
application instance using locks (as a deadlock detector identifies a deadlock 
application holding a lock on the database system) (see abstract), comprising: 

a holding process configured (as an application 10 holding lock 20) (Fig. 1 , # 10 
and #20, see col. 5, line 19) to obtain a first locks on an object maintained by the 
application instance (as application 12 and 14 requests lock 20, such that in the 
database system, it is common provides locks on portions of the data, such as lock on a 
table) (see Fig. 1, # 12, #14, and #20, col. 5, lines 7-8, 23-24); and 
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a waiting process (as the lock is waiting) (see col. 5, line 47) configured to (a) 
request a second lock on the object after the holding process has been granted 
the first lock on the object (as when an application control 10 becomes disassociated 
from a work agent 16 (waiting process), but application 10 (holding process) maintains a 
lock on data, the application is marked with flag W (see col. 6, lines 6-11), when an 
application requests is granted a lock, a lock wait graph is updated to show the 
application and the lock, the deadlock detector which accesses resource representation 
and the lock wait graph to carry out deadlock detection) (see col. 5, lines 41-46, and (b) 
return a result signal, to a monitor process, upon at least one of acquiring the 
second lock and ceasing to be blocked (as deadlock detector (monitor process) polls 
and application control having a flag W (result signal) and determines that the 
application holds a lock that is required by another application, the first application is 
marked with flag H) (see col. 6, lines 12-16); and 

the monitor parent process configured to process processing the result 
signal to determine whether the application instance has terminated (as deadlock 
detector will determine from lock wait graph whether the application hold a lock required 
by another application, if this condition is found, deadlock detector declares a deadlock) 
(see col. 6, lines 42-48). 

Huras does not explicitly teach exclusive lock on an object. However, Agesen 
teaches exclusive lock (see col. 4, lines 20-21). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of the cited references to allow an exclusive lock on the object as disclosed 
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by Agesen so that no other thread can execute (i.e., transfer internal transfers back and 
forth between two of a bank's account, while the total method is intended to print out the 
total of the bank's account balances) a synchronized method on that object until the first 
thread releases its locks in order to secure the data consistency in the database, as 
suggested by Agesen (col. 3, lines 62-67, col. 4, lines 1-13). 

As per claim 2, Huras teaches the monitor process determining whether the 
application instance terminated based, at least in part, on whether the monitor process 
receives a standard error or a non-standard error received from the waiting process (col. 
6, lines 46-48). 

As per claim 3, Huras teaches wherein the holding process resides at the same 
node as the application instance (Fig. 1 , application 10, lock 20), and where the waiting 
process does not reside at the same node as the application instance (Fig. 1 , application 
12 or 14). 

As per claim 4, a validation module configured to (a) check for termination of the 
monitored application and (b) signal termination of the monitored application to a cluster 
service (Fig. 2, #40). 

As per claim 5, a validation module configured to (a) check for termination of the 
monitored application and (b) restart the holding process and the waiting process (col. 5, 
lines 37-41). 

As per claim 6, wherein the application instance is a database service instance 
(col. 5, lines 7-12). 
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As per claim 7, Huras discloses a method for detecting termination of an 
application instance using locks (as a deadlock detector identifies a deadlock 
application holding a lock on the database system) (see abstract), comprising: 

starting a holding process configured to perform the step of (as an 
application 10 holding lock 20) (Fig. 1, # 10 and #20, see col. 5, line 19): 

(a) acquiring a first lock on an object maintained by the application instance 
(as application 12 and 14 requests lock 20, such that in the database system, it is 
common provides locks on portions of the data, such as lock on a table) (see Fig. 1 , # 12, 
#14, and #20, col. 5, lines 7-8, 23-24), and 

(b) returning a ready signal, to a monitor process, upon successfully 
acquiring the first exclusive lock (as when an application requests is granted a lock, a 
lock wait graph is updated to show the application and the lock, the deadlock detector 
which accesses resource representation and the lock wait graph to carry out deadlock 
detection) (see col. 5, lines 41-46); and 

in response to receiving the ready signal, starting a waiting process 
configured to perform the steps of: (as the lock is waiting) (see col. 5, line 47) 

connecting to the monitored application instance (b) requesting a second 
lock on the object maintained by the application instance (as when an application 
control 10 becomes disassociated from a work agent 16 (waiting process), but 
application 10 (holding process) maintains a lock on data, the application is marked with 
flag W (see col. 6, lines 6-11); and 
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(c) returning, to the monitor process, a result signal upon at least one of 
one of acquiring the second lock and ceasing to be blocked (as deadlock detector 
(monitor process) polls and application control having a flag W (result signal) and 
determines that the application holds a lock that is required by another application, the 
first application is marked with flag H) (see col. 6, lines 12-16); 

processing the result signal, at the monitor process, to determine whether 
the application instance has terminated (as deadlock detector will determine from 
lock wait graph whether the application hold a lock required by another application, if 
this condition is found, deadlock detector declares a deadlock) (see col. 6, lines 42-48). 

Huras does not explicitly teach exclusive lock on an object. However, Agesen 
teaches exclusive lock (see col. 4, lines 20-21). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of the cited references to allow an exclusive lock on the object as disclosed 
by Agesen so that no other thread can execute (i.e., transfer internal transfers back and 
forth between two of a bank's account, while the total method is intended to print out the 
total of the bank's account balances) a synchronized method on that object until the first 
thread releases its locks in order to secure the data consistency in the database, as 
suggested by Agesen (col. 3, lines 62-67, col. 4, lines 1-13). 

Claims 8-12 have similar limitations as claims 2-6; therefore, they are rejected 
under the same subject matter. 

Claim 13 is rejected under the same rationale as state in independent claim 7 
arguments. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DEBBIE M. LE whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4111. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, JOHN BREENE can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Art Unit 2167 
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